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Agreement? 
A. Technically he was. However, that showed his 
first, as far as the Farcle Department was concerned, 
4I his first good faith effort to become a citizen. 
5 We had this information from Dr. Brockbank that he 
6 would stay away from crime. He didn't want to go back 
7 J to prison, and this v/as the first indication that Mr. 
Menzies violated the inmate code and snitched on a 
9I another convicted criminal. 
1C Q, That's assuming, of course, that what Mr. 
11 Menzies told ycu was correct? 
12 A. That's correct. 
13 Q. And you essentially did not investigate that 
14 any further; is that correct? 
15 A. We don't disprove it. 
16 Q, Did you investigate it? 
17 A. I contacted, as I said — 
18 Q. You had your crime conferences? 
19 A. And before then, I contacted local 
20 detectives. I called them, the robbery detectives and 
21 asked if he was a suspect; if there were any crimes 
22 involving someone that looked like him and it came back 
23 negative. 
24
 Q« But you did not attempt to talk to Daniel Bee? 
25
'
 A
'
 Ko
" 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Q. And did you atter.pt to talk to any other 
2I person that could have witnessed the transaction? 
3 A. As far as I know, there wasn't: a ny other 
4 J people. 
Q. The:: e wa s just Daniel Eee and Ralph Kenzies? 
6 1 A. Right. 
7 J Q# And ;v ou didn't contact the other witness in 
the other transaction? 
A.. Pardon me? 
10 Q. You did not contact the other witness in the 
11 transaction, Daniel Bee? 
12 . A. No. 
1 3 Q. Okay. Now, I believe in previous testimony, 
14 '/ou hav?: incica- " that you v/ould net violate a person 
15 for having a firearm in his or her possession under 
16 I cer tain circumstances. Let me make sure that I 
understand those circumstances. 
If they are a hunting rifle or if they are living 
? , with someone who had a hunting rifle, that sort of 
thing. Sporting arms are generally not a violation; is 
that correct? 
A. That's not quite what I said. I stated that 
we would go to • " house and if we saw that they were 
living with another third party, saw seme hunting 
rifles, guns there, we would explain tf| ff^ Vf rf^ f ^  party 
?n 
24 
1 A. Mr. Menzies didn't want to go to the halfway 
2 house. There was a house — halfway houses were full. 
3 He requested a hearing before the Board of Pardons to 
4 plea his case and have that condition removed. And the 
5 Foard had the hearing and they removed that condition. 
6 Q. Would you nark that as Deposition 6, please. 
7 (Whereupon Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 6 was marked for 
8 identification.) 
9 BY MR. FERRERO: 
10 Q. Let me show you what has been marked as 
11 Deposition Exhibit 6. Do you recognize that document? 
12 A. That's a Board cf Pardon's disposition and a 
13 special attention hearing where they amended the halfway 
14 house condition. 
15 Q. So this was the disposition by the Parole 
16 Board itself, on Mr. Menzies' request? 
17 A. Yes. 
IS Q. Now, was that request initiated by you or Mr. 
19 Menzies? 
20 A. It was initiated by him. He notified the 
21 Board and they told us the date. 
22 Q# Did you appear at that hearing? 
23 A. I was there. 
24
 Q. Did you concur with his request? 
25 A.. r,\?e didn't concur. We just brought the 
1
 nn n n n T 
1 information to the Board and they made the decision. 
2 Q. Did you "indicate any recommendations? 
3 A, I don't remember. 
4 Q. There's, under the line, the first line that 
5 has the box closest to the margin, parole to become 
6 I affective. Do you see that, that line? 
A. Yes. 
_. Q. Can you tell me what that item is? 
9 A. Continue mental health counseling reaffirmed, 
10 Q. So there was no question that the Farcle 
11 Board, at this time, was reaffirming the ccndition of 
12 mental health counseling? is that correct? 
13 A. Correct. 
14 Q. However, they did change the halfway house 
15 requirement; is that also correct? 
16 A. Correct. They removed that. 
17 Q. Let me show ycu — I think this is the one 
18 that is already in there. Let me show you Deposition 
19 Exhibit Ko. 1 and see if you recognize that document? 
20 A. That's Mr. Menzies' Parole Agreement. 
21 Q. That's the one that he was operating under 
22 during the entire time ycu were supervising him? 
23 A. After the hearing. 
24
 0. It's dated November 13th, 1984? 
25 A. That's right. 
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that he 
evaluat. 
A. 
Q. 
A. 
Q. 
met with Dr. Erockbank. And there was one 
ion generated by Valley West; is that correct? 
Correct. 
Do you recall when that was done? 
Not off the to? of my head. 
Okay. Do you have any idea what happened on 
this first appointment on 12/17? 
A. I believe he showed up. We just asked that 
question. 
Q. Do you know what treatment or what happened at 
that appointment? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he fill out forms, take tests? 
A. Generally what they would do is, they would 
fill out the forms, take whatever tests. 
Q. But you don't know? 
A. No. 
Q, We may have to get Valley West's records aftea 
all, so that we all knov; that. And in your notes you 
indicate on the 17th of December, that you received a 
phone call from a Peggy Schofield; is that correct? 
A. Schcufield, I believe. 
Q. Claiming that Ralph Menzies had held a loaded 
cocked pistol to her sen's head and threatened him; is 
that correct? 00 0005 
1 A. I did receive that phone call, yes. 
2 Q. And he did net want to file charges? 
31 A. No. 
Q. This occurred in West Valley. Did anything 
5I result from this particular incident? 
6 A. Yes. I arrested him. 
7 Q. Do you recall the date that ycu arrested him? 
8 A. January 3rd, '25. 
9 Q. Wasn't he actually arrested on a West Valley 
10 Police Department warrant? 
11 A. I arrested him on a 72 hour held, because I 
12 didn't have the original warrant. I thought you showed 
13 me a copy of that the last time. 
14 Q. Yes. We have that as Deposition Exhibit 3, I 
15 believe. Is that it? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. That's the warrant? 
18 A. That's not the warrant. That's the sheet that 
19 you fill cut at the jail. 
20 Q. Let's look at Deposition Exhibit 4. No, that 
21 isn't it. I will track down the warrant and v/e will get 
22 it. So you actually went out and picked Ralph up 
23 yourself? 
24 A. Yes. 
25 C And you requested that a 72 hour hold be put 
00 0 0 0 6 
on hin? is that correct? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And what was the basis for that 72 hour hold? 
A. They couldn't get him in jail any other way. 
The warrant was on the computer and I didn't have the 
6I original copy. 
7 Q. But someone from West Valley could have 
8 arrested him on that warren-; is that correct? 
9 A. Yes. 
10 Q. It was just easier for you to do so? 
11 A. That's how we did it. We would arrest him and 
12 they would put the warrant on him. 
13 Q. So you were actually the arresting officer in 
14 this case? 
15 A. Yes. 
16 Q. Did you do any investigation in the case? 
17 A.. We left that up to Ron Edwards. He was the 
18 detective for West Valley. 
19 Q. I wan.t to have you back up to the notes of 
20 December 17th, 1984. You indicated in your notes that 
21 the son does not want to file charges. Evidently he 
22 didn't file. Eventually that's what you were told at 
23 that time? 
24 A. Right. 
25
 0. And you go en to say that "s. Schofield was 
000007 
1 told that if this happened, he should file charges. And 
2 if no charges are filed, there is nothing the parole 
3 department can do? 
4 A. Correct. 
5 Q. Correct that it says that? 
6 A. Correct. 
7 C. Is that correct that you couldn't do anything 
6 about it? 
9 A. That's how we did it back then, yes. 
10 0. Let me ask the question, please. Is it 
11 correct that there was nothing that ycu could do about 
12 it? 
13 A. Back then, yes, that's correct. 
14 Q. There was something in place that v/ould 
15 prevent you from invoking one of the Parole Agreement 
16 provisions? 
17 A. If we had no victim to testify, we had no case 
18 to put on. 
19 Q. Well, let me ask you this question then. Did 
20 you ever talk to the victim? 
21 A. Yes. 
22 Q# And he refused to testify? 
23 I A. Yes. 
Q. When did these conversations take place? 24 
25 J A. One was on the day I arrested Mr. Kenzies, 
00 0 0 0 8 
Q. Do you have any notes cf those conversations? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Where are they? 
A. 1/3/S5. 
Q. Good. So you felt that you could not take it 
any further without his testimony; is that correct? 
A. Ee stated that it didn't happen. 
Q. Your notes don't reflect that, only that he 
doesn't want to follow up. Now, what was his name 
again? 
A. I don't remember his first name. I could look 
it up. His last name is Schoufield. 
Q. Schoufield? 
A. I am not sure. It's been so long. 
Q. I apologize. I am just having trouble reading 
your handwriting. 
A. It's okay. I do too. 
Q. Compared to mine, it's very clear. But look 
at that name on the page we v/ere just looking at 
12/17/84. Would you read that to be Schoufield? 
A.. S-c-h-o-u-f-i-e-l-d, Schoufield. However you 
would pronounce that. 
Q. All right. Did you do anything to determine 
why he did not want to press charges? 
A. No. 
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court. 
Q. Do you knew when it was dismissed? 
A.. No. It was dismissed in June or July. 
C. Of this past year? 
A. '86. 
Q. Now, is that the incident where, to the best 
of your knowledge, that they discovered bolt cutters? 
A. In West Valley? 
Q. No. The Christmas trees. 
A. That was. Apparently they found bolt cutters 
at Ernst for the Christmas trees. 
Q. And were you made aware of that arrest? 
A. What arrest? 
0. The arrest on the Christmas trees? f. • 
A. Ke wasn't arrested on the Christmas trees 
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the 
was 
the 
information that was filed upon which Mr. Menzies 
arrested? 
A. Uh-huh. 
Q. And could that be the actual — well, that is 
Christmas tree decorations? 
A. That's the Christmas tree decorations. 
Q. Could it be that he was actually arrested for 
that charge on the 26th of — 27th of January, 19 86? 
A. No. 
Q. Do you know what he was arrested for on the 
27th of January of IS£6? 
A. No. 
Q. He didn't inform you of that? 
A. No. 
Q. Let's see. m£e have got it right here. It's 
the Salt Lake County Sheriff's booking and property 
record. Maybe that will give us some idea of what that 
was for. It's entitled 1 M retail theft. Let me get 
you a copy of that and get it marked. 
Maybe you can help us figure out what it was for. 
These copies are run cff and I apologize for that. 
These are copies we got from the Sheriff's office. 
(Whereupon Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 10 was marked for 
identification.) 
BY MR. FEPRERO: 
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Q. I'm sorry, Mr. Shepherd. Let me make sure I 
understand. What I recall your testimony being is that 
in December and January you discussed it, but you were 
going to wait? 
A. We staffed it. We staffed it, what we were 
going to do. We made the final decision being accepted 
by ISP after his guilty plea. 
Q. So that decision was made sometime between 
February 10th, 1S86. And was it February 24th when he 
was arrested en a homicide? 
A. Ke was arrested on the Christmas trees. 
Q. On the 24th? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Okay. Was that the one that triggered saying 
he would not be in ISP? Was it the Christmas tree 
arrest? 
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for him and placed hir. on a no bail warrant: so he 
couldn't get out of jail. So they continued their 
investigation. 
Q. You could have submitted that warrant request 
any time after February 10th, couldn't you? 
A. We could have, but we had already dealt with 
him in ISP. 
Q. Except he never was placed in ISP; is that 
correct? 
A. His body wasn't. 
Q. Well, that's the important part, isn't it? So 
this warrant request could have been made more than two 
weeks prior to the time that it was actually made? 
A. Could have been. 
Q. And you chose not to do that. Was that what 
your decision was? 
A. It war- a staff decision. 
nft n n ^ t 
c. 
that we 
A. 
c. 
request 
And that's part of that standard procedure 
have been talking about? 
Yes, sir. 
And actually, Mr, Shepherd, that warrant 
does not tell us the real reason you are 
submitting it, does it? 
8 
9 
1C 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
A. No, sir. 
Q. In other words, that's just an artificial 
device you use to keep Mr. Menzies in jail? 
A. We talked to the Board zr.err.bers en the phone 
and told them what it was for, and they had no problems 
with it. 
Q. I'd like an answer to my question. 
A. What was the question? 
Q. It's an artificial device to keep him in jail? 
MR. BARRY: Well, he has already explained what it 
was for. That is just an argumentative type of 
question. 
BY MR. F3RP.ER0: 
C. All right. I will withdraw the question. But 
you were really trying to hold him in there, because of 
the thefts, weren't you? 
A. Nope. 
Q. You weren't trying to hold him in jail, 
because of the thefts? 
nn n n 1 / 
1 A. Nope. 
2 Q. Let's go back tc your notes. I an a little 
3 confused here, Mr. Shepherd. On 12/13/85, you indicate 
4 that there is a preliminary hearing. And I assume that 
5 was in a Hurray Circuit Court on January 9th, fS6. Now, 
6 that is a hearing on the tire theft? 
7 A. Yes. 
8 0. That's because they were arrested by the 
9 county and I assume Murray Circuit was the closest. I 
10 think it was in Murray, wasn't it? 
11 A. No. 
12 Q. It was in the county. Was that the closest 
13 court? 
14 A. Right. 
15 Q. And that was the tire thefts again? 
16 A. Right. 
17 Q. We are going to change gears just a little bit 
18 here. I am not sure I have a copy to mark. I don't 
19 suppose you have a copy of the second set of 
20 interrogatory answers? Wait a minute. Maybe I have it 
21 here. 
22 MR. EARRY: Yes, I do. 
23 MR. ELDREDGE: I have got a copy of those en r.y 
24 desk. 
25 MR. FERRERO: Why den't ycu get it, please. 
I 00 00 1 5 
1 Q. The question was, did you make any atter.pt to 
2 see him? 
3 A. I don't remember. I don't believe so. 
41 Q. Back to our interrogatories for a moment, if I 
could. I think I have one or two more questions. Now, 
I think I asked this question. Again, Kent, I am sorry, 
7 1 because I just want the answer. 
8 From September 1st of 1984, through February 24th 
9 of 1986, did you submit any incident reports on Ralph 
10 Menzies to the Board of Pardons? 
11 A. I don't remember. 
12 Q# I would assume that would have been part of 
13 the packet and I didn't see any in there. All right. 
14 Why don't v/e take about a 10 minute break and I think we 
15 can wind it up pretty quickly after that. 
16 (VThereupon a recess was taken.) 
17 BY MR. FERRERO: 
18 Q# Back on the record. Now, turning your 
19 attention, Mr. Shepherd, to Deposition Exhibit 4,-* which 
20 is the pre-sentence report prepared by you; is that 
21 correct? 
22 A. Correct. 
23 Q. Now, as I read through this and having 
24 listened to your testimony, is it fair to say that there 
25 is no new information in this pre-sentence report, than 
ft n n n 4 * 
v/hat you basical ly hac in your possession p r io r to 
making the report? 
A. He. 
C. There is nothing new? 
A. Ko. 
0. So all the information contained in the 
report, with perhaps the exception, and Mr. Menzies is 
refusing to write his version, you had knowledge prior 
to the presentence investigation? 
A. Correct. 
MR. FERRERO: I don't think I have any more 
questions. Lloyd? 
MR. ELDREDGE: To. 
MR. BARRY: I dcr.'t think I will ask anything right 
now. 
MR. FERRERC: That will do it for now. 
(Whereupon the deposition was concluded at 2:50 p.m.) 
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00 00 1 8 DEPOSITION 
v# PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION REPOR DATE DJHT March 9. 19 86 SENTENCING DATE: March 1 1 , 198 6 
JUDGE KENNETH RIGTRUP THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE 
(CITY) 
SALT LAKE 
(COUNTY) 
JOHN SHEPHERD 
, UTAH 
INVESTIGATOR 
NAME: MENZIES, Ralph LeRov 
ALIASES: 
ADDRESS: S a l t Lake Co. J a i l 
BTRTimATE: 0 4 - 2 1 - 5 8 AGE: 2' 
RIRTHPLACE: S a i l Lake C i t y 
LEGAL RESIDENCE: Utah 
MARITAL STATUS: S i n g l e 
COURT CASE NO.: CR-86-26 
CO-DEFENDANT'S: 
OFFENSE: Attempted Thef t 
SENTENCE: 
PLEA: Guilty DATE: 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: Greg Brown 
DEFENSE ATTORNEY: Nancv Bergeson 
COMPLAINT: ATTEMPTED THEFT at 4139 South State, in Salt Lake County, 
State of Utah, on or between November 29, 1985, through November 30, 
198S, in violation of Title 76, Chapter 6, Section 404, Utah Code 
Annotated 1953, as amended, in that the defendant, RALPH L. MENZIES, a 
party to the offense, Attempting to Obtain Or Exercise unauthorized 
control over the property of Kar Mart with the purpose to deprive the 
owner thereof, and that the value of said property was more than $250.00, 
but not more than $1,000.00. 
A. OFFICIAL VERSION: The complainant came to work at approximately 090C 
hours tnis date and discovered a red Ford four-wheel drive pickup up 
on cinder blocks in between several other DickuDS. The suspect had 
jacked the truck tin and placed cinder blocks underneath the frame in 
four places and then removed four fifteen inch chrome spoked wheels 
with Delta Radial Track tires on the wheels and rims 
the items taken is $500.00. 
Total value of 
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B. DEFENDANT'S VERSION: >fr. Menzies refused to write his version and 
stated "just t e l l the Judge I was involved in i t . " 
C: VICTIM'S STATEMENT: The complainant, B i l l y B e l l , has quit his 
employment at Kar Mart. Keith Allen who has replaced Mr. Bell knew 
the pr ice of the t i r e s but had no opinion on the case . 
•D. RESTITUTION: Three of the four t i r e s were recovered by the Sal t Lake 
County S h e r i f f ' s Of f i ce . The value of the remaining t i r e and rim i s 
$125.00 according to the Kar Mart. 
PRIOR RECORD: 
A. JUVENILE: According to the Second J u d i c i a l D i s t r i c t Juveni le Court 
records , the Defendant has the fo l lowing record: 
Date Offense Dispos i t ion 
05-04-65 Lack of care—parents f a u l t Nonjudicial handling 
12-06-63 Lack of care—parents f a u l t Pe t i t i on F i l e d - P r o t e c t i v e 
Supervising (DFS) 
04-13-66 Ungovernable—not Runaway Nonjudicial handling 
03-02-67 Request Termination Petition - Termination 
04-18-68 Battery/Disturbing The Peace Nonjudicial handling 
10-23-68 Grand Larceny Petition-Probation 
06-12-69 Request Termination Petition - Termination 
08-25-69 Petit Larceny Nonjudicial handling 
01-10-70 Petit Larceny From letter sent 
03-13-70 Possession of Weapon Petition-Guardianship 
Restored 
0 5-28-70 Review Petition-Examination 
12-02-70 Review Petition-Administrative 
Change 
0 6-0 2-71 Review Pet i t ion-Probat ion 
09-21-71 Review Pet i t ion-Adminis trat ive 
Change 
no 0 0 2 0 
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Date OFfense 
11-22-71 Burglary of Dwelling 
12-06-71 Grand Larceny 
12-10-71 Runaway 
01-18-72- Petit Larceny 
04-07-72 Dependant Child 
04-25-72 Joyriding-Principle 
Petit Larceny 
04-26-72 Petit Theft (shoplifting) 
10-12-72 Review 
01-19-73 Contempt of Court 
02-20-73 Ungovernable--Mot runaway 
02-23-73 Administrative Changes 
12-10-74 Burglary of Non Dwelling 
Grand Larceny-Auto 
12-21-74 Unlawful Entry 
Unlawful Entry 
04-15-75 Burglary-Non Dwelling 
Grand Larcenv-Auto 
C8-0S--5 Burglarv--Non Dwelling 
Tetit Larceny 
CS- 05- 75 Trespass 
Curfew 
10-16-75 Assault 
Petit Larceny 
Disposition 
Petition 
Petition 
Form letter sent 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Petition.filed 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Petition filed 
Unable to locate 
Unable to locate 
Form letter 
Form letter 
Petition filed 
Peiition filed 
State Industrial School 
State Industrial School 
0 0 0 0 2 1 
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Date Offense Dispos i t ion 
H7O6-75 Runaway 
-~?i£jia?*~ From Detention 
12-21-75 Robbery Cert i f ied to D i s t r i c t Court 
12-21-75 Grand Larceny-Auto Cert i f i ed to D i s t r i c t Court 
12-24-75 Grand Larceny-Auto Cert i f ied to D i s t r i c t Court 
12-25-75 Grand Larceny-Auto Cert i f i ed to D i s t r i c t Court 
12-26-75 Kidnapping Cert i f ied to D i s t r i c t Court 
Robbery Cert i f i ed to D i s t r i c t Court 
12-28-75 Grand Larceny-Auto Cert i f ied to D i s t r i c t Court 
03-26-76 Burglary-Dwelling Cert i f i ed to D i s t r i c t Court 
Escape From Detention Cert i f ied to D i s t r i c t Court 
Grand Larceny-Auto Cert i f i ed to D i s t r i c t Court 
V 
B. ADULT: According to the Utah Bureau of Criminal I d e n t i f i c a t i o n , the 
Defendant has the fol lowing record: 
Arresting Agencv Da te Of fense Dispos i t ion 
Salt Lake Co. SO 05-27-76 Burglary/ Hold for juveni le 
Auto Theft/ Court, no complaint 
F*ra n° From Correction Signed 
!• a c 11 i t y 
Salt Lake PP 09-15-~6 Aggravated Robbery 5-Life USP 
Sa l t Lake PD (T-Or-'S Ksc_apg-USP 1-15 USP 
Salt Lake PP 0S-lS-~8 Aggravated Robbery 5-Life US? 
Murray PD 05-28-85 Theft Dismissed 
Salt Lake CO SO 12-05-85 Theft Present Case 
West Val ley PD 02-25-86 Theft Pending 
00 0 0 2 2 
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PENDING CASES: 
There i s a pending Third Degree Felony Theft charge stemming from the 
West V a l l e y C i t y P o l i c e Department, a pending Criminal Homicide charge 
from the S a l t Lake County S h e r i f f ' s O f f i c e , and a pending p a r o l e 
v i o l a t i o n h e a r i n g b e f o r e the Board of Pardons, 
PROBATION/PAROLE HISTORY: 
Mr. Menzies was paro led from the Utah S t a t e P r i s o n on October 9, 1984 , 
a f t e r s e r v i n g approx imate ly e i g h t y e a r s a t the Utah S t a t e P r i s o n . He i s 
c u r r e n t l y on p a r o l e for Aggravated Robbery, f i v e - t o - l i f e , Escape , 
o n e - t o - f i f t e e n , and Aggravated Robbery, f i v e - t o - l i f e . He has a l i f e top 
e x p i r a t i o n d a t e . 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Ralph Menzies i s a twenty 
Utah, to ihe union of Cli 
second of three c h i l d r e n 
in 1962. His mother inarr 
member of the Nothings Mo 
that c u l t u r e . This marri 
3967 , p r i m a r i l y as a resu 
Mr. P o r t e r . In 196S, the 
This marriage remained in 
Fo l lowing h i s mother ' s dc 
grandmother for t h r e e mon 
natura l f a t h e r . He s t a v e 
back to Utah to l i v e with 
bv a s e r i e s of cr imina l a 
- s even year o l d male, born in S a l t Lake C i t y , 
f ford Menzies and Karen Gardner and i s the 
born of t h a t un ion . His parents were d i v o r c e d 
ied F r a n c i s Por ter in 1964. Mr. P o r t e r was a 
t o r c y c l e Club and the Defendant was exposed to 
age was s u b s e q u e n t l y terminated in a d i v o r c e in 
I t of the p h y s i c a l abuse p e r p e t r a t e d on thera by 
D e f e n d a n t ' s mother married O l i v e r S t e v e n s , 
t a c t u n t i l her death in 1972, of leukemia , 
a th in February of 1972, he moved in with h i s 
t h s . He then moved to E l y , Nevada with h i s 
d there u n t i l December of 1974, when he moved 
h i s aunt Jane t Kubota. His youth i s portrayed 
c t s and fami ly u n i t changes . 
HEALTH: 
PHYSICAL: The Defendant 
nor h a n d i c a p s . illnesses 
work lifting shin pies. 
able to move about. 
stated that he has had ulcers but no major 
He further stated that he hurt his back at 
He stated that his back hurts steadv but is 
MENTAL He d e s c r i b e d h i s mental h e a l t h as " a l r i e h t " . He was s e n t tc 
Dr. V i r g i T Brockbank of the V a l l e y Kest C l i n i c as per h i s P a r o l e 
Agreement. The e v a l u a t i o n of Dr. Brockbank saw no need for 
o u t - p a t i e n t psychotherapy"] He l a s t ta lked to Dr. Brockbank two 
months aso 
A*W' 
~s 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE: 
•A. ALCOHOL: The Defendant stated that he uses alcohol in a moderate 
fashion consuming approximately a six-pack a week, he does not 
believe he has an alcohol problem but went to AA Meetings while at 
the prison as "something to do". He sees no need for alcohol 
counseling. 
B. DRUGS: The Defendant stated that he has used cocaine twice since hi 
release from the prison. He further stated that he used any and 
every drug he could get his hands on while he was in prison except 
for the last couple of years. In the Presentence Investigation -
Report done before he went to prison, he described his early drug 
usage as both ingestion and intravenous injections of heroin, speed, 
acid, mescaline, cocain, THC, and any other narcotic he could get hi 
hands on. He sees no need for drug counseling. 
MILITARY: 
The Defendant has never served in any branch of the military. 
EDUCATION: 
Mr. Menzies stated that he obtained both his GED and high school diplom; 
while he was at the Utah State Prison. While he was on parole he starti 
at Trade Tech in truck driv ing but never f in i shed . He further s tated 
that he wants to go back to Trade Tech but he does not know in what are; 
PRESENT RESIDENCE: 
The Defendant i s present ly l i v i n g at 3256 West 4700 South, West Val ley 
City. , He has l ived there s ince October of 198S. 
MARITAL STATUS: 
The Defendant i s current ly l i v i n g in a common-law r e l a t i o n s h i p with 
Nicole Arnold. He s t a t e s that he plans on marrying her and ra i s ing her 
son, Jamie. He was previous ly married to Marina Thyer in August of 197 
and th i s marriage was annulled in April or 1976. 
0 0 0 0 2 4 
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EMPLOYMENT: 
The Defendant, UDon h is r e l e a s e to parole s t a t u s , obtained employment at 
ion for three 
Supply for 
two months earning 54.50 per hour. He nurt his back, at P a c i f i c Supply 
and has been unemployed ever s i n c e . 
FINANCES: 
He descr ibes his f inanc ia l s ta tus as "not too hot1 
owns nothing and owes one month of u t i l i t i e s . 
Ke s ta ted that he 
EVALUATIVE SUMMARY: 
The Defendant, Ralph Menzies, is a twenty-seven year 
Sa l t Lake City. He i s being sentenced by the Court 
a Class A Misdemeanor. He i s present ly on parole fr 
Prison for Aggravated Robbery, f i v e - t o - l i f e , Escape, 
Aggravated Robbery, f i v e - t o - 1 i f e . There are a l so tw 
facing Mr. Menzies, a Third Degree Felony Theft, and 
Criminal Homicide. He had been considered for the I 
Parole Program in Parole , but was turned down becaus 
charges . Mr. Menzies has a long h i s t o r y of criminal 
bv v i o l e n t a c t s . 
old male born in 
for Attempted Theft , 
om the Utah State 
o n e - t o - f i f t e e n , and 
o pending charges 
a First Degree 
ntensive Supervision 
e of the pending 
behavior punctuated 
APPROVED 
v* 
'•"•/A / /,. 
• 'V-VW/. 
R e s p e c t f u l l y s u b m i t t e d , 
JOHJrf SHEPHERD, D i s t r i c t Agent 
Region I I I Paro l e 
J. LYLE IVILDE, .Supervisor 
0 0 2 5 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is respectfully recommended that the Defendant be denied probation and 
be committed for one year. 
000026 
DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT 
£>rycpt*r6> 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PARDONS OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
IN THE MATIHR Oh 1 HE APPI.ICA1 ION Or» ORDER OF PAROLE 
Ralbh i^itav nan«iae UTAH STATE PRISON NO. J i £ 5 ! 
FA ROLE 
The matter of application for parole, termination of sentence, or expiration of sentence having come before the 
Utah State Board of Pardons in a regularly scheduled hearing on the-J2£*L day of—September 
19 J * L . and the applicant appeanng in person or having waived in writing the right to appearance and the Board 
having heard the ease, issues the following order 
It is hereby ordered that **loh teftov Meneiee be paroled from the punishment and sentence 
heretofore imposed upon him by a judge of the Third Judicial District Court in and for the County 
of S a l t iAmim*m*~wmm*i Aggravated Robbery, l e t degree felonv (S-Llfe)t Escape. 2nd 
degree felonv (1-1S consecutively) y Aggravated Robbery, l a t degree felonv (*>-iAf* Concurrent 
The parole shall not become effective until the ?til day of JLLL—October 19-Si.. The 
applicant agrees to the following conditions of parole and evidences his agreement by signing the certificate The parole 
agreement or contract shall be administered by the duly authored agent of the Utah State Adult Probation and 
Parole Department in and for the Utah State Board of Pardons. 
It is further ordtrt4 that if and in the event the above named applicant shall be guilty of any infraction* of the 
rules and regulations of the Utah State Prison or shall fail or refuse to perform duties as assigned by the Utah State 
Prison or is found to be in violation of any other law of the State of Utah prior to the effective date of said parole, then 
this Order of Parole or Termination of Sentence is revoked and become* null and void. 
Dated this * 7 t h day of September 19 J ± . 
By Order of the Board of Pardons of the State of Utah. I have this _ 2 s 2 — day of October . 
I9_§£.. reduced its decision in this matter to writing and hereby affix my signature^ Executive Secretary for and on 
behalf of the State of Utah. Board of Pardons. 
Wuiive Secretary 
PAROLE AGREEMENT 
I, Ralph LeBov Menziea Hereby agree to abide by the following 
conditions of my parole. 
1. I will make a written report, in person, to my Supervising Officer by the fifth day of each and every month, or 
more often if requested to do so 
2. I will follow my Supervising Officer\ instructions. 
3. I will submit to a search of my person, auto, place of residence or any other property under my control at any 
time of the day or night, without a warrant, upon reasonable cause, us ascertained h> an ugent of Aduli 
Probation and Parole, to insure compliance with the conditions ol parole. 
4. I will seek and maintain legitimate employment and/or participate in a program approved by my Supervising 
Officer. 
5. I will obey all local. State and Federal laws, and at all times conduct myself as a responsible, law-abiding 
citizen. I further agree to report any arrests or citations to my Supervising Officer within 72 hours ol 
occurrence. 
6. I will abstain from the illegal use. possession or distribution of narcotics, dangerous drugs, controlled sub-
stances or related paraphernalia. I fun her agree to submit to urinalysis or other tests for narcotics or chemical 
agents upon the request of my Supervising Officer. 
7. I will not receive, possess, transport, or have under my control any firearm, explosive or other dangerous 
weapon. 
t. I will obtain written consent from Utah Adult Probation and Parole before leaving the State of Utah. It is 
expressly acknowledged that should I leave the State of Utah without written authority from Adult Probation 
and Parole that I hereby waive extradition, from any state in which I may be found, to the State of Utah. 
9. I will inform my Supervising Officer of my intent to change employment/residence. 
10. To avoid association with any person who has been convicted of a felony. f> f\ r\ f\ 1 r§ 
11. I will abide by the following special conditions: ( 1 0 0 0 2 7 
a) Maintain mental health counaolingy 
b) Complete a halfway houae program. 
I understand and agree that should 1 violate any of the above conditions, taisity reports required of me. or fail to 
IANTWOW* 
UmevwmSmammtr 
'i 
SITION 
EXHIBIT 
THE STATE OF UTAH 
DhrnMon of Corrections 
BOARD OF PARDONS 
6065 South 300 East 
S a l t Lake Cir* . Utah 84107 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PARDONS OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
GAflYL WEBSTER 
Cftavran 
VICTORIA J. PALAOOS 
Vic» Ctarpovaon 
OENNISM RJCHS 
Consideration of the Status of 
Utah State Pnson No. 13853 
Raich Menzies 
The adove-entitted matter came on for a Heanng before the Utah State Board of Pardons on the 
1964 at the regularly scheduled heanng time for consideration as: 
1. C ORIGINAL HEARING 5. 
2 • REHEARING & 
1 • REDETERMINATION 7. 
4. • TERMINATION OF SENTENCE a 
17 day of October 
XSCSPECIAL ATTENTION 
G ATTENTION OF THE B0AR0 
D PAROLE VIOLATION 
• RESCISSION HEARING 
After heanng the statement of 
following witness 1) 
3) 
, and the 
,2) 
and good cause appearing, the Board made the following decision: 
D Parole 
• 
A.. 
a 
c 
D. 
i to become effective A 19 . with the followii 
Pnffi-i rvr-~tt %-*%- ^ T-ry £«#\ 
ng special conditions: 
i JaaAu 
Rehearing for. 
A. 
a 
C 
-. 19 for the following reasons: 
I I Termination of Sentence to become effective 
L J Expiration of Sentence ^ 
REMARKS: Ahnt^J t <* *Jb> >?*) f- -£T fr 'h^tCLdA J\f/ »,rry ^Kfr*i-< 
-19-
..19. 
1. 
2. 
a 
AgcravATED Robbery, 1st degree 
CP1ME 
Escaoe from Official Custodtr 
2nd degree *»* zr~ 
Aacravated Robbery, 1st degree 
CRIMC 
5-Life 
SENTENCE 
1-15 years 
SENTENCE 
29261 
CASE NO 
5-Life 
SENTENCE 
CR78-861 
CASE NO 
CR73-863,. 
CASE NO 
..James S. fiftwayri 
JUDGE 
P o f - o r - r T . p a ^ y 
JUDGE 
JEmpFi 
JUDGE 
-Baldwin 
C^ME SENTENCE CASE NO JUDGE 
C«ME SENTENCE CASE NO JUDGE 
It is further ordered that in the event the above named snail be found guilty of any infraction of the Rules and Regulations of the Utah SUte Pnson. 
of any Community Correction Center or of any residential facility or shall fail or refuse to perform duties as assigned or is found in violation of any 
other law of the State of Utah pnor to the effective date of this decision this order may be made null and void. 
By Order of the Beard of Pardons of the State of Utah, I have this date ^ . Q f t a f c i L - ^ — - ^ / / i g f l a a r / S i m v signature as 
Executive Secretary for and on behalf of the State of Utah, Board of r »*-»— r 
00Z8 
CASE HISTORY MENZIES, Ralph Leroy PAGE 1 
••10-76i On this date the defendant appeared before Judge Peter F. Leary 
for sentencing on the offense of Aggravated Robbery following the completion 
of a Presentence Investigation Report. Judge Leary sentenced the defendant 
to the indeterminate term of five to life, in the Utah State Prison, commitment 
forthwith. WMStlmj 
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OFFICERS C C 
T.L. "TED" CANNON 
Salt Lake County Attorney 
By: JEFFREY H. THORPE 
Deputy County Attorney 
3839 South West Temple, Suite-
Sal t- Lake City,_ Utah 84115 
Phone: (801) 264-2260 
1-A 
to 
I 7-3d-*'? 
IN THE FIFTH CIRCUIT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
RALPH L. MENZIES 
DOB 04-21-58 
Defendant(s) 
Screened by: JH THORPE 
Assigned to: JH THORPE 
BAIL $1,500.00 
INFORMATION 
Criminal No. 
The 
information 
undersigned, BILL SALMON, WVCPD, under oath states on 
and belief that the defendant(s) committed the crimes of: 
COUNT I: 
THEFT, a Third Degree Felony, at 3749 South 2700 West, in Salt Lake 
County, State of Utah, on or about November 29, 1985, in violation 
of Title 76, Chapter 6, Section 404, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 
amended, in that the defendant, RALPH L. MENZIES, a party to the 
offense, obtained or exercised unauthorized control over the 
property of Ernst Home Center, with the purpose to deprive the owner 
thereof, and that the value of said property was more than $250.00, 
but not more than $1,000.00; 
PROBABLE CAUSE STATEMENT FOR WARRANT: The affiant, a West Valley 
Police Detetective, bases this statement upon information set forth 
in their case #85-29518 that on or about the above date at the above 
location, Bruce Kalmbach, manager of Ernst Home Center, discovered 
that the locking cable securing the garden shop area had been cut 
and also discovered nearby a pair of bolt cutters engraved with the 
name of RALPH L. MENZIES. 
A subsequent search of the residence of the defendant resulted in 
the recovery of property belonging to Ernst Home Center, which 
property consisted of various Christmas decorations having a value 
of $500, and which .had been stored in the garden shop area of the 
Ernst Home Center store. «« * A W , 
After being advised of his rights, the defendant stated that he 
INFORMATION 
STATE v . RALPH L. MEN2IES 
Pa*e 2 . 
THIS INFORMATION IS BASED ON EVIDENCE OBTAINED- FROM THE FOLLOWING 
WITNESSES: 
Bill Salmon, WVCPD; Darwin Woodruff, WVCPD; Kim Adamson, WVCPD; 
John Shepherd, AP§P; Bruce Kalnbach; Case 185-29518; 
Affiant 
Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this day of JANUARY, 1986. 
Judge 
Authorized for presentment and" 
filing: 
T.L. "TED" CANNON, County Attorney 
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?.C<iuhttf ol Salt Lake - State 
TTT2 E: ( • PARTIES PRESENT) COUNSEL* > ( • COUNSEL PRESENT) T. ' 1 - « r r v = ~ -V- w^V, 
State Of Utah 
fa/ve-0 
Ralph Leroy Menzies W. Bergpson 
'Jc±fo*W 
vt^ 
c/99/3SS. 
Ann Sunffbercr 
fiayle campbell 
— B i l I * H y l g r « — * ^ 
CLERK 
REPORTER 
t? **l* -\ d ^ CT BAIUFF 
HON. Kenneth Riatrap 
JUDGE 
DATE: 2-10-86 
A R R A I G N M E N T F O R M 
D This being the time fixed (or the arraignment of the above named defendant, the said defendant appearing in person and being represented by 
counsel as appears above and the State of Utah being represented by the office of the County Attorney. The defendant Is 
handed a copy of the information and is duly arraigned and asked if - — 
is his true and correct name, the defendant responding in the affirmative. 
D This being the time fixed for the arraignment of the above named defendant; the said defendant appearing m person represented by counsel as ap-
pears above The defendant b^y .and through his cgunsel is handed a copy of the complaint, waives reading of same and ts duly 
arraigned and asked if. Ralph Leroy Menzies . ts his true and correct name, the defendant responding m the affirmative. 
LJ The defendant now enters a plea of guilty to the enme of 
as charged in tne information. Whereupon, the defendant waives tho statutory time within which to be sentenced and same is set for 
U The defendant now enters a plea of not guilty to the crime of 
as charged m the information and the case is set for tnal on 
LJ Based on motion of the County Attorney, the information is amended and defendant is granted leave to withdraw his prior plea of not guilty 
and now enters a plea of guilty to the enme of _ ^ 
E^The defendant now enters a plea of guilty to the lesser included offense of 
the defendant now waives the satutory time within which to be sentenced and same is set for _ 
C L S E E SENTENCE FORM: 
[ 2 Case is referred to APPD for investigation 
• APPD Notified • Called at APPD 
E f f a c e d copy M E. in APPD Box 
0 0 0 0 3 5 
DEPOSITIONS 
R. PAUL VAN DAM (3312) 
Attorney General 
MARIANE BALDWIN (5442) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
6100 South 300 East, Suite 403 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
801-255-5638 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JIM HUNSAKER, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
STATE OF UTAH 
Defendants 
Case No. 870904084PI 
DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S THIRD SET OF 
REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS 
Judge Richard Moffat 
COME NOW defendants, by and through their attorney, Mariane 
Baldwin, Assistant Attorney General, and answer PLAINTIFF'S THIRD 
SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS as follows: 
REQUEST NO. It Admit that in 1984 the Board of Pardons and 
Parole used a "grid system" to assist it to determine viability 
of parole. 
RESPONSE NO. 1; Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 2; Admit that in 1984 the Board of Pardons and 
Parole used a "grid system" to assist it to determine viability 
of parole for Ralph Menzies. 
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RESPONSE NO. 2; Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 3: Admit that the grid system score indicated 
that Menzies should not be released. 
RESPONSE NO. 3; Deny. 
REQUEST NO. 4; Admit that from August 1, 1984 through March 
1, 1936 no incident report of alleged parole violations were ever 
filed by Defendants of employees of Adult Probation and Parole on 
parolee, Menzies. 
RESPONSE NO. 4: Admit no "incident reports" were filed. 
REQUEST NO. 5: Admit that from August 1, 1984 through March 
1, 1986, Menzies committed at least four separate acts each of 
which constituted "an alleged violation of parole". 
RESPONSE NO. 5; Admit that certain acts were committed 
that could be considered as alleged violations of parole. 
REQUEST NO. 6; Admit that from August 1, 1984 through March 
1, 1986, Menzies, to the best of Defendants' knowledge received 
no mental health counseling. 
RESPONSE NO. 6: Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 7: Admit that no Defendant made any attempt to 
modify Menzies' parole agreement to eliminate special conditions 
requiring Menzies to maintain mental health counseling. 
RESPONSE NO. 7; Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 8: Admit that in Virgil W. Brockbank's letter 
2 
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received by Defendant Adult Probation and Parole on or about 
April 5, 1985 (attached hereto as Exhibit "A") he recommended a 
"Parole Adjustment Program". 
RESPONSE NO. 8: Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 9; Admit that Ralph Menzies had substantial 
period of unemployment from November lf 1984 to March lf 1986. 
RESPONSE NO. 9; Deny. 
REQUEST NO. 10; Admit that Ralph Menzies was receiving 
welfare assistance from the State of Utah during the time period 
of November lf 1984 through March 1, 1986 for at least some of 
the months during that time period. 
RESPONSE NO. 10: Deny. 
REQUEST NO. 11: Admit that during the time period of 
November 1, 1984 through March 1, 1986, the Defendant Menzies did 
at least on one occasion, receive, possess, transport and had 
under his control a firearm. 
RESPONSE NO. 11; Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 12; Admit that on at least one occasion from 
November 1, 1984 to March 1, 19 86 the Defendant y.enzies did 
associate with at least one individual who had been convicted of 
a felony. 
RESPONSE NO. 12: Admit. 
REQUEST NO. 13: Admit that at no time during the time 
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period or rjovemcer is, iaa* tarouga narca 1, xaao ciu t.ie 
Defendants actually place Ralph Menzies in any special supervised 
training or parole section or program. 
RESPONSE NO. 13: Admit. 
Dated this - C& day of April, 1290. 
Mariane Baldwin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the 30th day of April, 1990 I 
caused to be hand delivered a true and correct copy of the above 
and foregoing DEFENDANTS RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S THIRD SET OF 
REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS to: 
NEIDER, WARD, HUTCHISON 
Michael A. Neider 
Lloyd C. Eldredge 
7050 South Union Park Avenue, Suite 420 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84157-0005 
Mariane Baldwin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
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R. PAUL VAN DAM (3312) 
'Attorney General 
MARIANE BALDWIN (5442) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
6100 South 300 East, Suite 403 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
801-265-5538 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JIM HUNSAKER, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
STATE OF UTAH, et al., 
Defendants. 
Case No. 870904084PI 
DEFENDANTS RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
Judge Richard Moffat 
COME NOW defendants, by and through their attorney, Mariane 
Baldwin, Assistant Attorney General, and answer PLAINTIFF'S THIRD 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES as follows: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: If Request for Admission No. 1 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications know to you which concern, 
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relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge 
which concern, relate to or upon which you are relying 
as your basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 1; Not applicable (N/A). 
INTERROGATORY NO. 2; If Request for Admission No. 2 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 2: N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 3: If Request for Admission No. 3 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
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Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which ycu are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 3: Mr. Menzies' score on the grid system 
used by the Board of Pardons was used to determine how close a 
scrutiny should be given to his case file. The grid system is a 
guideline to evaluate risk, and is only one factor considered in 
determining whether an individual will be granted parole. The 
grid score does not determine whether an individual should be 
placed on parole or not. 
INTERROGATORY NO, 4: If Request for Admission No. 4 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances known to you upon which you presently 
rely as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
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concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 4: N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 5; If Request for Admission No. 5 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO, 5: N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: If Request for Admission No. 6 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
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denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 6; N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 7: If Request for Admission No. 7 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 7; N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. ' 8 : If Request for Admission No. 8 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 8; N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 9: If Request for Admission No. 9 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 9; Mr. Menzies had several periods of 
employment and several times when he was unemployed. The term 
"substantial" is not necessarily accurate terminology regarding 
his state of employment. His employment record may be found in 
Response No. 30 to Plaintiff's Second Set of Requests for 
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Interrogatories. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 10: If Request for Admission No. 10 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 10: Defendants do not have any information, 
records, or other documentation indicating that Mr. Menzies was 
on welfare while on parole. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 11: If Request for Admission No. 11 is 
denied, please state the following: 
(a) Identify in complete detail, all facts and 
circumstances know to you upon which you presently rely 
as a basis for your denial of said Request for 
Admission; 
(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
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(b) Identify all communications known to you which concern, 
relate to or upon which you rely as a basis for said 
denial; and 
(c) Identify all documents of which you have knowledge which 
concern, relate to or upon which you are relying as your 
basis for said denial. 
RESPONSE NO. 13; N/A. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 14: State with particularity the names 
and last known addresses and position held of any and all 
individuals that had supervised either directly or indirectly the 
Defendant John Shepherd during the time period of August 1, 1984 
through March 1, 1986. This should include the full supervisory 
organization including supervisor, John Shepherd's supervisor's 
supervisor, etc. 
RESPONSE NO. 14: Lyle Wilde, former Parole Supervisor, 
Director of Civil Investigations, 6100 South, 300 East, Suite 
403, Salt Lake City, Utah 84107; Kent Jones, Parole Supervisor, 
Region IV, 184 W. 200 S., Provo, Utah 84603; Joe Smout, former 
Assistant Regional Director, Region Field Operations, Region III, 
275 E. 2nd S., Salt Lake City, Utah; Ray Wahl, former Regional 
Administrator, Deputy Warden, North Point, Utah State Prison, 
P.O. Box 250, Draper, Utah 84020; Rick Azevedo, former parole 
agent, Investigator, 6100 S. 300 E., Salt Lake City, Utah 84020; 
Myron March, former Division Director, District Court 
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Administrator, 255 S. 300 E. Salt Lake City, Utah 84111. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 15? Please state with particularity the 
exact date upon which the "IS?" program referred to by Defendant 
Shepherd in his depositions was instituted by Defendants, 
including, but not limited to: 
(a) The date the said program was instituted; 
(b) The date guidelines or implementation were adopted; 
(c) All inmates placed in the program during the time 
period of August 1, 1984 to March 1, 1986; and 
(d) The criteria used to place an inmate/parolee in said 
program. 
RESPONSE NO. 15: 
(a) The ISP program was initiated as an experimental pilot 
program in December, 1983. 
(b) December 1, 1984. 
(c) Defendants do not have such a list in their custody and 
control and object to producing such a list as it would be overly 
burdensome and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. 
(d) During the relevant time period the ISP program had two 
parts. One part dealt with inmates with exceptionally good 
prison records and acted as a kind of early release program. The 
other part dealt with high risk parolees. Placement in the ISP 
program was based on many factors, including the number of slots 
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'available for IS? parolees, the approval of the Board of Pardons, 
the evaluation of the parolee by agents of Adult Probation and 
Parole, the perceived need for greater than ordinary supervision, 
reoffenses, etc- See the policy for the Intensive Supervision 
Program produced in Defendants' Response to Plaintiff's Third 
Request for Production of Documents. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 16: Identify each and every individual 
present at any meetings in which the possibility of placing Ralph 
Menzies in the ISP program was discussed. Please identify any 
and all minutes kept at any such meetings. 
RESPONSE NO. 16; Defendants do not recall, nor do they 
have any record of who participated in these meetings. The 
meetings probably included Mr. Shepard as well as other parole 
officers and their supervisors. The official minutes that were 
kept were not retained by the Department. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 17: Identify each and every individual, 
provide his/her last known address and phone number that the 
Defendant Shepherd would have consulted regarding any decisions 
to be made concerning the parole of Ralph Menzies during the time 
period from August 1, 1984 through March 1, 1986. 
RESPONSE NO. 17: Defendant Shepard spoke to numerous 
individuals over the course of the two years in question 
regarding Mr. Menzies. To the best of the defendant's memory, 
these individuals would include, but may not be limited to Lyle 
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"Wilde 265-5546, 6100 S. 300 E., Salt Lake City, Utah 84107; Kent 
Jones, Parole Supervisor, 373-4955, Region IV, 184 W. 200 S., 
Provo, Utah 84603; Joe Smout, 533-4984, Region Field Operations, 
Region III, 275 E. 2nd S., Salt Lake City, Utah; Ray Wahl, 572-
5700, Deputy Warden, North Point, Utah State Prison, P.O. Box 
250, Draper, Utah 84020; Rick Azevedo, 265-5546, Investigator, 
6100 S. 300 E., Salt Lake City, Utah 84020; R'Dean Lauritzen, 275 
E. 2nd S., Salt Lake City, Utah; Gaspar Gallegos, 533-6055, 
Region III, Salt Lake City, Utah; Pete Nelson, 533-6055, Region 
III, 275 E. 2nd S., Salt Lake City, Utah. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 18; Identify each and every employee of 
former employee of the Defendants that worked within the same 
region as the Defendant John Shepherd from August 1, 1984 through 
March 1, 1986. 
RESPONSE NO. 18; Defendants object to this interrogatory 
as overly burdensome and not likely to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 
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DATED this 30th day of April, 1990. 
/' / ' -• :r 
JOEtt.iSHEPARD 
January 30.1993 
STATE OF UTAH 
MICHAEL SIBBETT 
As to Objections: 
-77J=i 
'•<:->''- C •<•< <-
Mariane Baldwin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the 30th day of April, 1990, I 
caused to be hand delivered a true and exact copy of the 
foregoing DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES to: 
NEIDER, WARD, & HUTCHISON 
Michael A. Neider 
Lloyd C. Eldredge 
7050 South Union Park Avenue, Suite 403 
Salt Lake City, UT 84157-0005 
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R. PAUL VAN DAM (3312) 
Attorney General 
MARIANE BALDWIN (5442) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
6100 South 300 East, Suite 403 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
801-265-5638 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JIM HUNSAKER, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
STATE OF UTAH 
Defendants 
Case No. 870904084PI 
DEFENDANTS RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S THIRD REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
Judge Richard Moffat 
COME NOW defendants, by and through their attorney, Mariane 
Baldwin, Assistant Attorney General, and answer PLAINTIFF'S THIRD 
SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS as follows: 
REQUEST NO. 1: For all documents referred to by the 
Defendant in their answers to the foregoing Interrogatories 
and/or Requests for Admissions. 
RESPONSE NO. 1; See enclosed documents and Defendants' 
Response to Plaintiff's Requests for Documents Nos. 1 and 2. 
REQUEST NO. 2; Produce the weapon given to Defendant 
Shepherd by Ralph Menzies which has been identified as a .25 
00 0052 
Caliber Semi-Automatic Pistol. 
RESPONSE NO. 2; The weapon is no longer in the custody 
and control of the defendants. 
REQUEST NO. 3; Produce all policies and procedures in 
effect between August 1, 1984 and March 31, 1986 relating to the 
"ISP" program as described by Defendant Shepherd in his 
deposition. 
RESPONSE NO. 3; See enclosed documents. 
REQUEST NO. 4; Produce copies of all minutes taken at any 
meeting in which it was discussed by any Defendants to place 
Ralph Menzies in any ISP program. 
RESPONSE NO. 4: Defendants have been unable to locate 
any copies of any such minutes. 
REQUEST NO. 5: Produce any and all records in your 
possession or under your control regarding an individual known as 
Nicole Arnold. 
RESPONSE NO. 5: Any such records in the defendants 
custody and control have been produced in Defendants' Response to 
Plaintiff's Requests for Documents Nos. 1 and 2*« 
REQUEST NO. 6; Produce any and all records in your 
possession or under your control regarding an individual know as 
Troy Denter. 
RESPONSE NO. 6: After reasonable search and inquiry, 
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defendants have been unable to locate any documents regarding a 
Troy Denter. 
REQUEST NO. 7; Produce any and all records in your 
possession or under your control regarding an individual know as 
Daniel Bee, the individual identified by Defendant Shepherd as 
having given the weapon referred to above to Ralph Menzies. 
RESPONSE NO, 7: Defendants object to producing such 
documentation. Daniel Bee is not a defendant in this matter and 
his parole file is confidential. The release of such information 
may lead to a safety and security risk to Mr. Eee as well as 
others. In addition, information in Mr. Bee's file is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
REQUEST NO. 8: Produce a complete list of all individuals 
placed on parole during the time period of August 1, 1984 through 
August 1, 1985 that were placed on parole and whose scores on the 
"grid system'* indicated that they should not be placed on parole. 
RESPONSE NO. 8: Defendants do not have such a list in 
their custody and control. 
REQUEST NO. 91 Produce a complete list of all individuals 
placed on parole during the time period of August 1, 1984 through 
August 1, 1985 that were placed on parole and whose scores on the 
"grid system" indicated that they should be placed on parole. 
RESPONSE NO. 9: The defendants do not have such a list 
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in their custody and control. 
REQUEST NO. 10: Produce a complete list of all individuals 
who were denied parole between August 1, 1984 and August 1, 1985 
whose scores on the "grid system" indicated that they should not 
be placed on parole. 
RESPONSE NO. 10: The defendants do not have such a list 
in their custody and control, 
REQUEST NO. 11: Produce a complete list of all individuals 
who were denied parole from the time period of August 1, 1984 
through August 1, 1985 whose scores on the "grid system" 
indicated that they should be placed on parole. 
RESPONSE NO. 11: The defendants do not have such a list 
in their custody and control. 
Dated this 30th day of April, 1990. 
Mariane Ealdwin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendant 
d 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the 30th day of April, 1990 I 
caused to be hand delivered a true and correct copy of the above 
and foregoing DEFENDANTS RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S THIRD SET OF 
REQUESTS FOR DOCUMENTS to: 
NEIDER, WARD, HUTCHISON 
Michael A. Neider 
Lloyd C. Eldredge 
7050 South Union Park Avenue, Suite 420 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84157-0005 
Mariane Baldwin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Defendants 
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SECTION 6.11 
PAROUS VIOLATION PROCEDURE 
Upon receipt of information that indicates a client 
may be in violation of parole, the district agent conducts 
a thorough investigation of the situation. The 
information from this investigation is presented to the 
agent's supervisor. and a determination is then made 
regarding what action should be taken. 
As a general rule, the alleged offender should be 
able to seek forms of pretrial release which are available 
to criminal defendants. However, an Authorization to 
Detain/Warrant Request Summary is submitted to the 
director of Parole Services if it is determined the 
offender13 presence in the community would present an 
unreasonable risk to the public or the individual's own 
safety. 
The parole officer utilizes local detention 
facilities for all alleged parole violations. No parolee 
is returned to the Utah State Prison until a prerevocation 
hearing has established probable cause or the parolee 
valves the prerevocation hearing. If the parolee is not 
in custody, the agent will follow arrest procedures and 
place the alleged violator in the county Jail. 
Parole violations are* investigated immediately, and 
a report is forwarded to the Board of Pardons within 72 
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Section 6.11 continued 
hours following the filing of formal charges or arrest• 
This report Includes a section on parole adjustment and a 
brief description of the incident leading to the arrest. 
Formal allegations against the parolee are also included 
in the parole violation report. In the event the parolee 
is not detained, a written incident report of the 
violations and a recommendation are forwarded to the Board 
of Pardons within 30 days. Upon receipt of a parole 
violation report, the regional director of Parole issues a 
Prerevocation Hearing Information which outlines the 
charges of parole violation against the subject. 
When parolees are arrested on a detainer warrant or 
when a detainer warrant is lodged as a back-up to bail in 
conjunction with pending criminal charges, a prerevocation 
hearing is held within 14 days after the arrest or 
detention. The hearing is held reasonably near the place 
where the parole violation is alleged to have occurred. A 
state hearing officer conducts all prerevocation hearings 
to determine probable cause for revocation. This officer 
is assigned to the Board of Pardons1 staff and is an 
Independent party who has not been involved with the 
supervision of the case or the detention of the client. 
This establishes an impartial and objective review of the 
evidence presented. The purpose of the hearing is to 
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Section 6.11 continued 
determine If there Is probable cause to believe that the 
parolee Is in violation of the parole agreement. At least 
eight days prior to the prerevocation hearing, the parolee 
is served notification of the time and place of the 
prerevocation hearing. The parolee is also served with a 
Prerevocation Hearing Information which outlines the 
charges and explains the due process rights which are 
required by law for the hearing. The prerevocation 
hearing may be delayed or postponed for a good cause, and 
it may be waived after the rights and consequences of the 
hearing are explained to the parolee. Upon completion of 
the hearing, the parolee and the Board of Pardons are 
notified whether or not probable cause exists for 
violation of parole and the basis of the findings. Within 
21 calendar days, written Findings of Fact and Conclusion 
of Law are Issued by the hearing office and served on the 
parolee. The hearing officer's findings are considered by 
the Board of Pardons for the final determination of each 
case. This procedure also applies to Interstate Compact 
parole and probation cases, and the findings are reported 
to the state of original Jurisdiction. 
After probable cause is found and prior to any 
scheduled board appearance, all parole violation cases are 
reviewed by the staff of the State Parole Office. There 
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Section 6.11 continued 
are a number of alternatives to incarceration that are 
considered such as: halfway houses, community treatment 
programs and the Prison Diversion Program. In some cases, 
short-term jail sentences or intensified supervision 
serves as an alternative. A recommendation of 
incarceration is made only after considering the 
appropriateness of less severe sanctions and that the 
clear interest of the public requires such a 
recommendation. Parole agents seek to provide the least 
restrictive setting for the offender while adequately 
protecting the community. 
At the formal hearing before the Board of Pardons, 
the parolee may choose to be represented by counsel or 
they may choose self representation. The charges of 
parole violation are read, and the parolee is allowed to 
enter a plea of guilty or not guilty to the allegations. 
If a plea of guilty is received by the Board of Pardons, 
any mitigating circumstances in the parolee's case are 
addressed. A representative from the State Parole Office 
is present during this hearing to answer any questions 
that may arise. A final determination is made by the 
Board of Pardons, and the parolee is either found in 
violation and recommitted to prison or reinstated to 
parole status. 
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Section 6^X1 continued 
In the event that the parolee enters the plea of 
not guilty to the allegations, an evidentiary hearing is 
scheduled. As in a prerevocation hearing, the parole 
officer is responsible for the service of subpoenas and 
the presentation of evidence and testimony. The parolee 
is also entitled to be represented by counsel at the 
evidentiary hearing. 
In the event of pending criminal action against the 
parolee, the Board of Pardons may revoke the subject's 
parole and continue the matter without date pending the 
outcome of court action. The Parole Office monitors the 
court proceedings and reports the outcome to the Board of 
Pardons so that final disposition can be made in the case. 
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UTAH BOARD OF PARDONS 
POLICIES AN&D PROCEDURES MANUAL 
Number: 11.01-A Date: August 27, 1984 Page 1 of 3 
Title: Parole Incident Reports 
Authority: Utah Code Annotated 77-27-7, 77-27-10, 77-27-13, 77-27-14, 
77-27-15, 77-27-16 
Purpose: To provide the Utah State Board of Pardons a method of 
monitoring a parolee's adjustment and modifying the terms and 
conditions of parole when appropriate. 
Policy: It is the policy of the Utah State Board of Pardons to require 
the submission of Incident Reports by the supervising Parole 
Officer to the Board when an incident, positive or negative, 
occurs which would serve to modify the conditions of parole or 
a parolee's status. Incident Reports shall be referred to the 
Hearing Officer who is assigned parole violations as his/her 
primary area of responsibility. 
Original Issue Date: 12-11-82 Revision Date: 8-27-84 Authorized by: 
nnnno 
Mumber: 11*01-A Date: 8-27-84 Page 2 of 3 
Policy Continued: 
Examples of incidents which shall be reported to the Board via an 
Incident Report at the time of occurrence are: 
a. Conviction of any infraction, misdemeanor or felony which results in 
a finef jail term or probation. 
b. Repeated incidents of rule infractions of the general or specific 
conditions of parole. 
c. An incident which results in the parole supervisor placing the 
parolee in jail on a parole hold, arrest, detainment, or other 
conditions or incidents which results in the parolee's removal from 
the community for a period of time. 
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Nunfcer: 11.01-A Date: August 27, 1984 Page 3 of 3 
Procedure: 
A parole agent shall investigate all cases of a parolee suspected of a 
parole violation. If the parolee is suspected of a violation which is 
being investigated as a new crime by a police agency, the agenct should 
obtain a copy of the arresting officer's report. If the parolee is 
suspected of a violation or behavior which is not being investigated as a 
new crime, the agent should obtain all facts from persons who have 
knowlege of the conduct for inclusion in the report. 
Incident Reports along with a recommended course of action shall be 
submitted to the Board within a reasonable period not exceeding fifteen 
working days from the time the incident occurred. The report is to 
advise the Board of a parolee's adjustment and to provide for 
modification of parole agreement conditions if necessary. Police reports 
and court orders shall be attached when applicable. 
The recommendation included in the Incident Report shall be any 
appropriate alternative necessary to deal with the incidents. 
Reconmendation can include any of the following: 
(a) Continue on parole: This should be used when the incident is not 
serious enough to warrant modification of conditions of parole but 
is serious enough to advise the Board. 
(b) Continue on parole but modify parole conditions: A request to 
delete or add special conditions would require compliance with 
policy 11.03, Amendment of the Parole Agreement 
(c) Continue on parole adding special conditon of entrance into a 
residential facility. This may be used when the incident or 
violation does not require reimprisonment by revocation of parole 
but does require treatment which can be obtained in a community 
based facility or program. Policy 11.03 applies. 
(d) Calendar for Parole Violation Hearing but permit the parolee to 
remain in the community. 
(e) Advise the supervising agent to request a Warrant of Arrest and 
proceed with a parole'violation. 
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UTAH BOARD OF PARDONS 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL 
Number: 9 , 0 1 Date Ju ly 13, 1979 Page: 
T i t l e : 
Authority: 77-27-7 
Purpose: xo develop and e s t a b l i s h w r i t t e n , uniform c r i t e r i a as 
the bas i s of parole d e c i s i o n s . 
Pol icy: The Board of P a r d o n s w i l l u t i l i z e u n i f o r m c r i t e r i a i n i t s 
d e c i s i o n making p r o c e s s t o m a x i m i z e c o n s i s t e n c y as a p p l i e d t o 
i n d i v i d u a l c a s e s . 
Original Issue Date: Revision Date: Authorized by: 
nnnnf iR 
BOARD OP PARDONS 
POLICIES Al>fD PROCEDURES MANUAL 
Number: Date: Pa*e: 
Title: 
Procedure: In July of 1979 the Board of Pardons adopted the use of parole and senten-
cing guidelines. Before each hearing a History Risk Assessment form is completed 
for each individual to be heard. On this form those being heard are given weighted 
scores in the salient factor area of: 
1. Age of date of conviction 
2. Age of first arrest 
3. Prior juvenile record 
4. Prior adult arrests 
5. Current charges pending or dismissed as a result of plea bargaining 
6. Prior adult convictions 
7. Current convictions being from high recidivism crime 
8. Correctional supervision history 
9. Supervision risk 
10. Preconfinement work/education record 
11. Education 
12. Substance abuse 
The total score then indicates a risk category of either poor, fair, moderate, good, 
or excellent. The risk category is then matched with the seriousness of the offense 
on a matrix and suggested amount of time to be served as determined. (See attached 
instructions for history/risk assessment, history/risk forms and suggested sis-
position matrix.) 
The Board receives a history risk assessment form in the packet which includes in-
formation on the inmate to be considered for parole. The matrix is used as a guide-
line for time to be served although each inmate is dealt with an individual when 
parole is considered. 
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Ori-.-inal I s s u e Dace: R e v i s i o n Date: AnthnH*pH K v 
Board of Pardons 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL 
Procedure continued: 
The Board was involved in the developing of the history risk assessment form and re* 
ceived training in its implementation and use. This form was developed conjointly 
with the Utah Judicial Counsel and the Department of Corrections. The Executive 
Secretary represented the Board during the development stage to provide input into 
the actual form and its use. 
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P. GARY FERRERO #1066 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Suite 570 
7050 South Union Park Avenue 
P.O. Box 7005 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
Telephone: (801) 566-3688 
NEIDER & HUTCHISON 
Richard C. Hutchison fl608 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Suite 570 
7050 South Union Park Avenue 
P.O. Box 7005 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
Telephone: (801) 566-3688 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JIM HUNSAKER, individually 
and on behalf of the deceased 
MAURINE HUNSAKER, and BETTY 
SUDWEEKS on behalf of MATT 
HUNSAKER, NICHOLAS HUNSAKER, 
and DANA HUNSAKER, minor 
children of JIM and MAURINE F. 
HUNSAKER, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
STATE OF UTAH, a body politic, 
GARY DELAND as director of the 
Utah State Department of 
Corrections, THE UTAH STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, THE 
UTAH STATE BOARD OF PARDONS 
AND PAROLE, MYRON MARCH as the 
director of the Utah State 
Department of Adult Probation 
and Parole, RAY WALL, as the 
Regional Supervisor, Region 
III of Utah State Department 
of Adult Probation and Parole, 
KENT JONES and JOE SMOUT, as 
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COMPLAINT 
C i v i l No . 
J u d g e 
Supervisors of John Shepard 
of the Utah State Department ) 
of Adult Probation and Parole, 
JOHN SHEPARD, in his capacity ) 
as parole officer, UTAH STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF ADULT PROBATION ) 
AND PAROLE, RALPH LEROY MENZ1ES, 
GAS-A-MAT OIL CORP OF COLORADO, ) 
a Colorado corporation and JOHN 
DOES I-V, ) 
Defendants. 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 
This is an action brought by the husband of the 
deceased, Maurine Hunsaker, on behalf of himself and by the 
mother of the deceased, Betty Sudweeks, on behalf of Matt, 
Nicholas and Dana Hunsaker. Maurine Hunsaker was employed by 
Gas-A-Mat Oil Corp. of Colorado (Gas-A-Mat) at a station on 
3995 West 4700 South, Salt Lake County, Utah. On the evening 
of February 23, 1986, the deceased was abducted by the 
defendant Ralph Leroy Menzies and accomplices identified as 
John Does 1-V. Menzies had been released from the Utah State 
Prison on parole through the action of the Utah State Board of 
Pardons and Parole as then constituted. 
At the time of his release, Menzies was serving a 
term of five years to life for aggravated robbery and he was 
convicted of that offense in or about September of 1976, a 
term of one to fifteen years for escape and he was convicted 
of that offense in or about July of 1978 and a term of five 
years to life for aggravated robbery and he was convicted of 
that offense in August of 1978. The plaintiffs contend that 
the defendants Board of Pardons and Department of Corrections 
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failed to apply previously existing policy guidelines in 
determining the release date of Ralph Menzies. Therefore, the 
act by the Board and Department did not fail within the 
governmental or judicial immunity provisions. 
On or about the 25th day of February, 1986, police 
discovered the body of the deceased Maurine Hunsaker in Big 
Cottonwood Canyon at Storm Mountain, Salt Lake County, State 
of Utah. The autopsy report indicated that she had been 
killed by either strangulation, lacerations to the throat and 
neck or a combination of the two. None of the wounds were 
self-inflicted nor would have occurred naturally. Shortly 
thereafter, Ralph Leroy Menzies was arrested for the abduction 
and murder of the deceased. Plaintiffs also contend that 
defendant Menzies' parole officer, John Shepard, and the 
Department of Adult Probation and Parole failed to properly 
implement already designated policies and procedures in 
supervising the defendant Ralph Menzies. 
At the time of the abduction, Maurine Hunsaker was 
employed at the Gas-A-Mat Service Station. She was employed 
as a cashier. In regard to her employment, Gas-A-Mat was 
acting in a dual capacity. Gas-A-Mat was acting as a gasoline 
retailer with all the attendant responsibilities and 
obligations to its employees. Gas-A-Mat was also operating as 
a provider of security for the individual stations, 
(hereinafter, the retail operation shall be referred to as 
MGas-a-Mat Sales11 and the security operation as "Gas-a-Mat 
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Security). Maurine Hunsaker was in no way employed by the 
entity of Gas-A-Mat that was providing security for the 
stations. Plaintiffs contend that Gas-A-Mat Security had a 
responsibility -co all individuals entering upon the premises 
of Gas-A-Mat to protect them in a reasonable manner. 
Plaintiffs also contend that Gas-A-Mat Security failed to do 
so with respect to Maurine Hunsaker and its failure to take 
adequate security precautions was a proximate cause of her 
abduction and death. 
PLAINTIFFS 
1. Plaintiff Jim Hunsaker is a thirty-one year old 
male who was married to the decedent on the 4th day of 
February, 19b4. 
2. As a result of their marriage, Jim and Maurine 
Hunsaker had two natural children, Nicholas and Dana. 
3. Shortly after the death of Maurine Hunsaker, Jim 
Hunsaker adopted Matt, Maurine's natural child, as his own 
child. 
4. The children of Maurine Hunsaker, Nicholas, Dana 
and Matt, are all minors under the age o± 18 years and are 
currently in the legal custody of Betty Sudweeks, the natural 
mother of the decedent. All plaintiffs are proper parties 
under Utah Code Ann. 78-11-1 et seq. 
DEFENDANTS 
5. The defendant State of Utah is a body politic 
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and has a responsibility and obligation to properly supervise 
ail agencies and employees under its control. 
6. The defendants Gary Deland, as the director of 
the Department of Corrections, and the Department of 
Corrections have the obligation to properly supervise all 
agencies and employees directly under their control including 
the Utah State Department of Adult Probation and Parole. 
7. The defendant Gas-A-Mat Oil Corp of Colorado, 
Inc. is a Colorado corporation organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of Colorado and is doing business in 
Salt Lake County, State of Utah. 
8. The Board of Pardons and Parole (hereinafter 
"Board") is charged with the responsibility of properly 
implementing existing policy in determining whether those 
convicted of crimes should be released on parole and the terms 
and conditions of said release. 
9. The defendant John Shepard, as a parole officer 
with the Utah State Department of Adult Probation and Parole, 
was charged with the responsibility to properly supervise the 
terms and conditions of parole for the defendant Ralph Leroy 
Menzies. 
10. The defendants Ray Wall, Kent Jones and Joe 
Smout were the direct supervisors of the defendant John 
Shepard and are charged with the obligation of properly 
supervising individuals under their care and responsibility. 
11. Ralph Leroy Menzies is a convicted felon who at 
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the time of his release in 1984 was serving two five-year to 
life sentences concurrently for aggravated robbery and a one 
to fifteen-year sentence for escape. 
12. John Does I through V are believed to be 
accomplices of and/or assisted Ralph Leroy Menzies in the 
commission of the acts described herein. These individuals 
are unknown to plaintiffs at this time and plaintiffs request 
permission of the Court to amend this Complaint when said 
identities are known. 
13. The plaintiffs have complied with the Utah 
Governmental Immunity Act, Utah Code Ann. Section 63-30-1 et 
seq. in that notice was given to the State of Utah through the 
Office of the Attorney General on or about the 28th day of 
July, 1986. No determination as to the claim was ever made by 
the Office of the Attorney General, and ninety days after the 
notification date, the statute of limitations began to run. 
VENUE 
14. The plaintiffs and defendants are residents of 
Salt Lake County and ail the acts complained of herein 
occurred within Salt Lake County, State of Utah. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
lb. On or about the 15th day of September, 1976, 
defendant Menzies was convicted and sentenced to five years to 
lite in prison on charges ot aggravated robbery. 
16. On or about the 18th day of August, 1978, 
defendant Menzies was convicted and sentenced to five years to 
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life on charges of aggravated robbery, 
17- On or about the 22nd day of July, 1978, 
defendant Menzies was convicted and sentenced to one to 
fifteen years on charges of escape. 
18. Two of these sentences (for robbery and escape) 
were to be served concurrently with one no be served 
consecutively. 
19. Prior to the 9th day of October, 1984, 
defendant Menzies appeared before defendant Parole Board at a 
regularly scheduled parole hearing. 
20. Defendant Board had before it the records of 
defendant Menzies convictions and criminal activity, including 
recommendations from counselors that said defendant "never be 
released." 
21. The defendant Board reviewed defendant Menzies 
criminal record, had an opportunity to examine each conviction 
and the sentence imposed and should have applied the written 
guidelines then in effect to determine whether parole should 
be granted and under what terms and conditions. 
22. Defendant Board failed to properly apply its 
written policies and guidelines to the criminal activities of 
defendant Menzies. 
23. Had defendant Board properly applied its 
written policies and guidelines, the defendant Menzies would 
not have been released on parole under any terms and 
conditions until at least the year 1988. 
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24. This application of policies and guidelines 
required no discretionary decision but was merely the 
application of said guidelines to the crimes and sentences for 
which defendant Menzies had been convicted and sentenced, 
2b. Therefore, the defendant Board failed in its 
responsibility to properly apply and implement policy 
guidelines and standards previously in effect. 
26. Defendant: Menzies was released from 
incarceration on the 9th day of October, 1984 under certain 
terms and conditions of parole. 
27. The defendant Menzies was assigned to the Utah 
State Department: of Adult Probation and Parole as provided for 
by statute. 
28. The defendant Menzies was assigned the 
defendant John Shepard as his parole officer. 
29. Defendant Shepard is directly supervised by 
defendant Kent Jones. Defendant Joe Smout and Myron March 
also had the obligation and duty to properly supervise 
Shepard's control of defendant Menzies. 
30. Terms and conditions of defendant Menzies' 
parole were, including but not limited to: 
a. He was to report regularly to defendant 
Shepard. 
b. He was not to engage in any criminal 
activity. 
c. He was to attend appointed mental health 
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counseling on a weekly basis. 
d. He was not to associate with known felons. 
31. Defendant Menzies failed to keep the terms and 
conditions of his parole. 
32. Defendant Shepard knew or should have known 
that defendant Menzies was not keeping the terms and 
conditions of his parole. 
33. Defendants Jones and Smout as the supervisors 
of defendant Shepard knew or should have known that defendant 
Shepard was not properly supervising defendant Menzies in the 
terms and conditions of his parole. 
34. During the time from the 9th day of October, 
19b4 when defendant Menzies was released until the 24th day of 
February, 1986 when defendant Menzies was arrested on a charge 
of robbery and subsequently charged with the abduction and 
murder of the decedent Maurine Hunsaker, no attempts were made 
by the Department of Adult Probation and Parole to violate 
Menzies1 parole and require him to begin serving his regularly 
imposed sentences. 
35. The decedent Maurine Hunsaker was employed by 
defendant Gas-A-Mat Oil Corp of Colorado (hereinafter "Gas-A-
MatH) on the 23rd day of February, 1986. She was employed by 
Gas-A-Mat as a cashier at its station located at 3995 West 
4700 South, Salt Lake County, Utah. 
36. Decedent's duties consisted primarily of 
monitoring the customers at said Gas-A-Mat location and 
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receiving payment from them for products purchased. 
37. At all rimes material hereto, defendant Gas-A-
Mat served in two capacities in its retail gasoline operation. 
38. Defendant Gas-A-Mat served as a retailer of 
gasoline products and in that capacity was the employer of 
Maurine Hunsaker. 
39. As the employer of Maurine Hunsaker, Gas-A-Mat 
had duties and obligations attendant between all employers and 
employees. 
40. These duties included but were not limited to 
payments for services rendered, collection of withholding and 
social security taxes, provision of a safe work place (with 
safe meaning sate from industrial accidents) and other 
obligations and requirements. Defendant Gas-A-Mat, as Maurine 
Hunsaker's employer, generally fulfilled these duties and 
obligations. 
41. However, Gas-A-Mat undertook further 
obligations and began serving in an additional capacity than 
that of retail gasoline sales* 
42. Gas-A-Mat undertook to provide security from 
violent acts or theft by third persons. 
43. These acts consisted of the provision of 
cashiers Dooths, signs alerting individuals that the premises 
were secured (although they were not) and other measures to 
protect the security of any individual entering onto the 
premises including employees of Gas-A-Mat"s retail gasoline 
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sales operation. (For the purposes of distinguishing the two 
capacities, the retail sales will be referred to as "Gas-A-Mat 
Sales" and the security operation will be referred to as 
"Gas-A-Mat Security"). 
44. Gas-A-Mat Security was aware that the Gas-A-Mat 
Sales installations were particularly subject to armed theft. 
4b. This was due to the nature of their business 
and the fact that convenience outlets of all kinds are noted 
as high risk situations. 
46. The retail sales installation at which Maurine 
Hunsaker had been employed had been robbed at least twice 
previous to the abduction of Maurine Hunsaker on February 
23rd, 1986. 
47. Due to the high risk nature of the Gas-A-Mat 
Sales operation, Gas-A-Mat Security had a duty to inform Gas-
A-Mat Sales as to improvements to be made in security at said 
installation. 
48. Some of these recommendations should have been 
but were not limited to: a locked, bullet-resistant cashier's 
booth where employees could be protected from armed 
assailants, employee training to prevent situations whereby 
innocent third parties could be injured as a result of an 
attempted theft or robbery, an adequate alarm system whereby 
an employee could signal the local authorities or Gas-A-Mat 
Security to assist them in a robbery or theft situation, 
reasonable shift work and times so that employees would not be 
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left alone for long periods of time, and adequate survellience 
on a random basis either by Gas-A-Mat Security or local police 
officers. 
49. Gas-A-Mat Security failed to provide these 
recommendations to Gas-A-Mat Sales and as a result, none of 
said recommendations were implemented. 
50. The design of the cashier's booth was faulty in 
that it required an employee to leave the booth to obtain 
payment from the customers. it also had no bullet resistant 
features. 
bl. Gas-A-Mat Security had a duty and an obligation 
to inform Gas-A-Mat Sales of the deficiencies in its 
operation. 
52. Gas-A-Mat Security failed to so inform Gas-A-
Mat Sales and, as a proximate result, the decedent Maurine 
Hunsaker was abducted by the defendant Ralph Leroy Menzies and 
John Does i-V on the 23rd day of February, 1986. 
COUNT ONE 
53. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by this 
reference herein the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 
through 52 above. 
54. On or about the 23rd day of February, 1986 the 
defendant Menzies and John Does 1-V did drive into the Gas-A-
Mat operation where the decedent Maurine Hunsaker was 
employed. 
55. That shortly after arriving, the defendants 
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Menzies and John Does I-V forcibly abducted the decedent 
Maurine Hunsaker from the premises. 
b6. At some point thereafter, the defendants 
Menzies and Does I-V did require the decedent to contact her 
husband, plaintiff Jim Hunsaker, by telephone. 
57. in that conversation, the decedent informed the 
plaintiff that "they" were holding her but that she was all 
right. 
58. That at some time subsequent to that 
conversation but prior to February 25, 1986, the defendants 
Menzies and Does took the decedent to Storm Mountain, Big 
Cottonwood Canyon, Salt Lake County, State of Utah. 
59. At that location the defendants Menzies and 
Does did willfully inflict injuries upon the decedent Maurine 
Hunsaker thereby causing her death. 
60. These actions were willful, malicious and with 
full intent to cause the death of Maurine Hunsaker. 
61. Therefore, the plaintiffs have been injured and 
the defendants Richard Menzies and John Does I-V are liable to 
the plaintiffs in a sum to be adduced at trial for 
compensatory and punitive damages. 
COUNT TWO 
62. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by this 
reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 61 
above. 
63. That at the Parole Board hearing prior to the 
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October 9, 19b4 release o± the defendant Menzies, the 
defendant Board had before it the records of Menzies' 
convictions and sentences. 
64. That the defendant Board was only required to 
apply its written policy and guidelines for release of 
prospective parolees to Menzies* criminal record ana 
sentences. 
65. That said Board tailed to properly apply said 
guidelines and in doing so, released a dangerous individual 
into the community at least four years earlier than guidelines 
indicated. 
66. That as a result of this release, the defendant 
Menzies and John Does I-V did abduct the decedent Maurme 
Hunsaker and did intentionally and willfully cause her death. 
67. As a result, the plaintiffs have been injured, 
and the defendant State of Utah and the defendant Board are 
liable to the plaintiffs for damages in a sum to be adduced at 
trial. 
COUNT THREE 
68. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by this 
reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 67 
above. 
69. The defendant Menzies was ordered to report to 
the defendant Shepard as one of the terms and conditions of 
his parole. 
70. The defendant Shepard in his official capacity 
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as a parole officer under the direction of the Department of 
Adult Probation and Parole was charged with the duty of 
supervising the parole of Ralph Leroy Menzies. 
71. Defendant Gary DeLand as director of Utah State 
Department of Corrections, the Utah State Department of Adult 
Probation and Parole (APkP), Myron March as Director of AP&P, 
Ray Wall as the Regional Supervision of APkP, and Kent Jones 
and Joe Smout as supervisors of John Shepard were also charged 
with the duty of seeing that Menzies* parole was properly 
supervised. 
72. The terms and conditions of Menzies' parole had 
already been established and required no policy decisions upon 
the part of the above-named detendants. 
73. The only actions required of the above-named 
defendants were to see that Menzies* actions conformed with 
those requirements already set by policy and the terms of 
Menzies' parole. 
74. The above-named defendants failed to properly 
supervise Menzies' parole and failed to take the steps 
necessary to violate said parole due to Menzies violation of 
the agreements. 
75. As a result, the above-named defendants were 
negligent in their supervision of the defendant John Shepard, 
and the defendant John Shepard was negligent in his 
supervision of the defendant Menzies. 
76. Therefore, the defendant Menzies, due to the 
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failure of supervision, was able to abduct the decedent 
Maurine Hunsaker and cause her death. 
77. Therefore, the plaintiffs have been injured and 
the above-named defendants are liable to the plaintiffs in a 
sum to be adduced at trial. 
COUNT FOUR 
78. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by this 
reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 77 
above. 
79. As an employee of Gas-A-Mat, the decedent 
Maurine Hunsaker owed duties and obligations to Gas-A-Mat who 
also owed duties and obligations to Maurine Hunsaker. 
80. The defendant Gas-A-Mat did act in the dual 
capacity in its dealings with its retail gasoline operation. 
81. The defendant Gas-A-Mat assumed its own 
security protection, and therefore was acting in a separate 
capacity than that of an employer of a cashier Maurine 
Hunsaker. 
82. Therefore, by acting in a dual capacity, the 
defendant Gas-A-Mat is not protected by the Workmen's 
Compensation Statutes of the State of Utah. 
83. Gas-A-Mat owed a duty to its employees and to 
any other persons entering upon the premises to reasonably 
protect them from harm from third parties. 
84. Customers and employees not involved with the 
security of Gas-A-Mat should be treated as business invitees 
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of the defendant Gas-A-Mat. 
85. The defendant Gas-A-Mat breached its duty to 
third persons by its failure -co taKe appropriate security 
precautions as outlined above. 
86. Due directly to this failure to take necessary 
security precautions, the defendants Menzies and Does 1-V were 
able to abduct the decedent and cause her death. 
87. As a result of this breach of duty, the 
plaintiffs have been injured and the defendant Gas-A-Mat is 
liable to the plaintiffs for damages in a sum to be adduced at 
trial. 
WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray: 
1. As to Count One, for a judgment against the 
defendants Menzies and Does 1-V for compensatory and punitive 
damages in a sum to be adduced at trial. 
2. As to Count Two, for judgment against defendants 
State of Utah and Board of Pardons and Parole for damages in a 
sum to be adduced at trial. 
3. As to Count Three, for judgment against the 
detendants State of Utah, Gary Deland as director of the Utah 
State Department of Corrections, Utah State Department of 
Corrections, Myron March as director of the Utah State 
Department of Adult Probation and Parole, Ray Wall, as the 
Regional Supervisor of Region III of the Utah State Department 
of Adult Probation and Parole, Kent Jones and Joe Smout, as 
supervisors of John Shephard, John Shephard, in his capacity 
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as parole officer, and the Utah State Department of Adult 
Probation and Parole for damages in a sum to be adduced at 
trial. 
4. As to Count Four, for judgment against the 
defendant Gas-A-Mat Oil Corp of Colorado, Inc. for damages in 
a sum to be adduced at trial. 
5. For attorney's fees and costs. 
6. For such other and further relief as the court 
deems just. 
DATED this / £ day of ILfA^sJ. # 1987< 
//ti^^sSi L, HJSJMM* w/f^*?^^ 
Richard C. Hutchison 
Isd hunsutah.cmp 
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